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Letters to the Editor596mportant anatomical feature, and this review did not mention this
mportant feature.
The second suffix describes the involvement of the disease area
f the bifurcation branches, namely, if both ostia at the bifurcation
ite are involved, the number “2” is used; if the main branch only
s involved, “1m” is used; and if the side branch only is involved,
1s” is used. A B2 lesion in this classification is a true bifurcation
esion based on the Latib and Colombo (1) algorithmic approach
o bifurcation intervention in their review. The labeling of B2
esions would include 1.1.1, 1.0.1, and 0.1.1 in the Medina
lassification. As one can see, the Medina classification is more
omplicated in regard to true bifurcation lesions.
It is interesting to note that Latib and Colombo (1) did not
nclude the Medina classification in their algorithmic approach to
nterventional techniques, although they referred to it as the
referred classification. Some other publications that used the
edina classification for simplicity also did not use it in their
echnical decision making, calling into question the clinical appli-
ability of the Medina classification.
The bifurcation angle is another important feature of bifurca-
ion lesions that is not mentioned in the Medina classification or
n this review (1). Steep angulations have been found to be
ssociated with higher risk for abrupt vessel closure (4), side branch
cclusion (5), and major adverse cardiac events (6). In the
ovahed classification, a third suffix describes the angulation of
ifurcation branches. The suffix V is for angles of less than 70°, and
he suffix T is for angles of more than 70°. A comparison of known
lassifications, including the Movahed classification with a detailed
lgorithmic approach to coronary bifurcation interventions based
n the Movahed classification was recently published (7) as a guide
o interventional cardiologists for technical decision making based
n the lesion characteristics.
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eply
e appreciate Dr. Movahed’s interest in our review (1). The 6
ifurcation classifications referenced in our review (2–7) were
eveloped to allow researchers and clinicians to describe in a
tandardized way the distribution of plaque at the bifurcation. As
an be seen from Figure 1 (8), all 6 describe the distribution of
laque in the 3 limbs of a bifurcation in a similar way and are thus
asily comparable. The reason for our choice to emphasize the use
f the Medina et al. (7) classification is that it does not require the
nterventionalist to commit to memory a complex mnemonic (9) to
escribe a bifurcation lesion and it gives the reader an immediate
ental picture of the distribution of plaque at the bifurcation. We
re pleased to see that our decision to emphasize the Medina
lassification is supported by Louvard et al. (10) of the European
ifurcation Club who have attempted to provide the first consen-
us document on bifurcation classifications, which states: “The
lassification by Medina et al. (7) is straightforward and does not
eed to be memorized even though it provides all the information
ontained in the others.” Despite these refinements, all current
lassifications have inherent limitations. Importantly, they do not
escribe a number of anatomical features that will influence and
ffect the interventional approach to a bifurcation lesion, such as
xtent and length of disease on the side branch (limited to the
stium or involving the vessel beyond the ostium), its size (2.5
m of reference diameter) and distribution, and the angle between
he main and side branches (1). All of these factors are essential
nd need to be documented, but their inclusion in a bifurcation
lassification would again increase the complexity of the classifi-
ation and limit is clinical utility. Thus we would echo the words
f Medina et al. (7) that the main purpose of a bifurcation
lassification is that it “allows for homogenous terminology when
omparing different series and techniques” (7). The further issue
elates to whether a bifurcation classification can predict outcomes
r determine the interventional approach. A major part of the
omplexity of treating bifurcations arises from the fact that
ifurcations vary not only in anatomy (plaque burden, location of
laque, angle between branches, diameter of branches, bifurcation
ite) but also in the dynamic changes that occur during the
rocedure, such as plaque shift and dissection. As a result, no 2
ifurcations are identical and there is no single strategy that can be
pplied to every bifurcation. For all these reasons we are relatively
keptical about the value of adding another classification system for
ifurcation lesions. Nevertheless, the letter by Dr. Movahed has
iven an opportunity, for the interest of the reader, to look into a
ew descriptive way of classifying bifurcations. Only experience
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Letters to the Editor 597nd direct application will tell us about the incremental value of
his new piece of information.
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mproved Survival After
ercutaneous Coronary
ntervention of Chronic Total
cclusion Varies by Target Vessel
afley et al. (1) conducted an important multivariable analysis to
etermine predictors of success in treating chronic total occlusion
nd clinical outcomes. As part of their conclusions, they stated that
he use of glycoprotein IIb/IIIa was significantly associated with
mproved success (odds ratio: 2.27, 95% confidence interval: 1.36
o 4.80). However, we feel that the inclusion of glycoprotein
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orn (3), Saﬁan (5), Lefevre (4), SYNTAX (6), and Medina (7). Reproduced with
edina (7) class: 1. main branch proximal lesion 50%  1, 50%  0; 2.
50%  0.que 
th Tax
), Sanb
sion. MIb/IIIa in models to predict success and outcome is inappropriate,
